1 Of the top 25 public administration programs ranked by the same source, not a single program is currently located in a political science department; of the top 50, only two public administration programs remain within political science departments Northern Illinois and Utah!. The National Science Foundation program in political science awarded 101 grants in 2005-6~including dissertation awards and double counting collaborative grants!, 43 were in American politics, 40 in international relations or comparative politics, 15 in methodology, and three in public policy; none were awarded in public administration.
No one in public administration should be surprised by these figures. Public administration has pursued its own process of institutionalization separate from political science since the founding of the American Society for Public Administration in 1942. Yet only recently has the position of political scientists who study public administration come to resemble that of an endangered species. Those who would like to reinvigorate the rich, joint tradition recognized by the Gaus Award face two options.
The first is to become a scholar of bureaucratic politics, a relatively rare specialization that has produced a cumulative body of high-quality research~Krause 1999; Carpenter 2001; Wood and Waterman 1994!. Many political science departments are willing to hire a scholar of bureaucratic politics, but only one. The limited number of opportunities for such scholars and the competition for a small number of outlets, however, means that all the gold in bureaucratic politics is in a bank in the middle of Cambridge, Massachusetts . . . in Dan Carpenter's namẽ with apologies to the Gatlin Brothers!.
The second option is a bit more radical: to seek to expand public administration's presence within political science. To consider that option, some history of the tense relationship between public administration and political science is needed. Dwight Waldo~see Brown and Stillman 1986! was among the most forceful advocates of the need for public administration to be independent of political science. Although trained as a political scientist~with an orientation toward political theory!, Waldo's concerns were the lack of attention to administrative issues in political science and the lack of respect for applied research topics among the behavioral scientists in political science. He concluded:
As a political scientist, I believed for a quarter of a century that public administration was a part, a field in, a subdiscipline of, political science. But by the early sixties I was troubled. I had come to entertain serious doubts that, as political science had chosen to define itself and that as public administration was evolving, this way of looking at the matter made much sense.~Brown and Stillman 1986, 109-10! As a student of Dwight Waldo's, I disagreed with him. I thought that to develop as a separate field, a profession in Dwight's words, one needed a disciplinary research base akin to what the life sciences provided medicine, and I did not see that research base developing within public administration itself. Political science, in my mind, would provide that research base. I was wrong. Disciplines, especially those without strong funding sources such as NIH, turn inward and focus on the questions that intellectually stimulate scholars in those disciplines. For political scientists that meant elections, and they made an incredible investment in voting behavior.
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Given the lack of political science interest in questions of administration and management, there has been only modest development of a relevant research base in political science, and that mostly by mutants~a term I apply to myself !, scholars who were produced by departments with no intention of producing such a person.
3 As a result of the lack of attention in political science, the best public administration research is no longer published in political science journals but in public administration journals.
Given this development, let me return to the work of John Gaus for the theme of this lecture; he~1950, 168! stated "A theory of public administration means in our time a theory of politics also." While Gaus's contention was true in 1950 and remains true today, it covers only half of the story. Hence my theme is: "A theory of politics or political science in our time must also be a theory of public administration." Any complete understanding of either politics or political science requires an incorporation of the insights of public administration.
My own work in public administration covers a wide range of topics, but logic suggests that if I am going to lecture political scientists on the errors of their ways that my focus would be on bureaucratic politics. Indeed, a great deal of my time has been focused on the relationships between bureaucracy and electoral sometimes incorrectly termed "democratic"! institutions. But in fact, I have been there and done that~see Meier and O'Toole 2006a! and repeating myself in front of a captive audience seems a shame.
Instead of a focus on what political scientists term the "political control of bureaucracy" literature, my objective is to take a field completely ignored by political science-public managementand show how political science research would be informed by serious consideration of management and its associated variables. To do so, I will first introduce a simple theory of public management that has guided my own research, and then apply this work to major political institutions and a few other streams of literature.
An Empirical Theory of Public Management
In recent years Larry O'Toole and Ĩ O' Toole and Meier 1999; Meier and O'Toole 2003; 2006b ! have been working with a parsimonious theory of public management that represents what we think is the essence of the public management literature. In an effort to be clear about our contentions and facilitate the empirical testing of the model, we have opted for a precise, formal theory:
O is some measure of outcome, S is a measure of stability, M denotes management, which can be divided into three parts M 1 is management's contribution to organizational stability through additions to hierarchy0structure as well as regular operations, M 3 is management's efforts to exploit the environment, M 4 is management's effort to buffer environmental shocks, X is a vector of environmental forces, « is an error term, the other subscripts denote time periods, and b 1 and b 2 are estimable parameters.
A brief discussion of the four basic concepts in the theory will serve as a starting point for illustrating how the study of public management might inform political science.
Outputs and Outcomes (O)
All collectivities generate outputs, and these outputs are intended to achieve outcomes even if those outcomes are as simple as reelection to the legislature. The important, perhaps defining, characteristic of institutions is that they are autoregressive systems. What they do today is in large part determined by what they did yesterday, hence the model specifies a lagged dependent variable.
Structures and Stabilizing Factors (S)
Organizations and institutions seek to structure processes and to stabilize both inputs and outputs. In short, organizations organize. Of particular interest for this lecture is the distinction in the management literature between hierarchies and networks. Hierarchies are the traditional Weberian-style bureaucracies or variations of this ideal type. Networks, in contrast, are organizations that require some type of collective action but no one actor has the ability to coerce the others see O'Toole 1997!. In the public management world, networks are increasingly used to deal with "wicked" problems that do not fit within existing political or bureaucratic jurisdictions.
Environmental Factors (X)
John Gaus~1947!, in Reflections on Public Administration, stressed the importance of organizations' environments, and nearly 60 years of research in multiple disciplines have reinforced his contention. Organizations are open systems and, therefore, must respond to environmental demands; more importantly, organizations sometimes also affect their environment.
Management (M)
I reject unequivocally the population ecology approach to organizations~see Kaufman 1985! which contends that organizations survive and flourish only because they are lucky, because they are located in favorable or protective environments. I contend that what managers do or don't do has a significant impact on the organization. Our theory contains three distinct types of management. M 1 , or internal management, is the establishment of goals, the creation of incentives for employees, the structuring of work processes, and generally the management of people within the organization. M 3 is management's efforts to take advantage of favorable conditions in the environment or the use of unfavorable environmental conditions to generate pressures to change the organization. M 4 is management's efforts to buffer the environment, the efforts to keep environmental factors and changes from swamping the organization~Meier and O'Toole 2006b!. Our theoretical work often combines M 3 and M 4 into M 2 , a general effort to manage the environment, expressed as a ratio to incorporate the notion of how risk averse the organization is~see Krause 2003!. My discussion here will omit how the various terms are combined and focus just on why these variables and what we know about them might be useful to a wide range of political science questions. I actually think the relationships specified by the theory are likely to hold for a wide variety of political institutions, but that topic is reserved for another day. My purpose today is to illustrate the utility of public management and its concepts for the study of political science.
Legislatures
The study of legislatures and legislative behavior is a central, perhaps defining, activity of political science. An interesting comparative literature is focused on one legislative output-survival, or how long the governing coalition will last~Laver and Shepsle 1998; Martin and Vanberg 2004!. Implicitly, and more recently explicitly, the notion of government performance is relevant; the success and policy performance of the coalition contributes to its longevity and ability to survive. This literature considers a variety of variables similar to those included in our model of management. Structures such as electoral laws influence the longevity of the coalition. Environmental conditions such as the number of political parties or the state of the economy are also thought to play a role.
This empirical literature, I believe, would be greatly aided by some focus on management. Coalitions are managed, and the degree to which coalition leaders are successful at management should affect how long the coalition survives. These management functions include M 1 , internal management, the ability to control the members of one's own party and to keep the back-benchers happy. It includes M 2 , or managerial networking, keeping coalition partners happy~that is, other parties in the coalition! or at least not so unhappy that they abandon the coalition. Thies's~2001! recent work on the allocation of cabinet posts and the use of junior cabinet members to monitor coalition partners is one illustration of managing the coalition0network. The M 2 function can also include the cultivation of other network nodes that might be useful; as an illustration, Druckman and Thies~2002! find that support in the upper house of a bicameral legislature lengthens the coalition's life even though upper houses often do not have significant independent powers. 4 External management should also include the cultivation of enemies; Tony Blair's ability to draw Tory MPs across to support the war in Iraq is a case in point.
Could one measure these aspects of legislative management? In terms of both the various actions that constitute these functions of management and the quality of that management, I think the answer is yes. McCurley and Mondak~1995! successfully created a measure of individual legislative effectiveness as well as a measure of honesty for members of the U.S. Congress using available public documents and media. Coalition leaders tend to establish long political histories that could be used to construct similar management measures. 5 At the risk of being an area studies person, I think public management has a great deal to say about the U.S. Congress also. A recent article by Clinton and Lapinski~2006! created a long time series for congressional outputs. This provides one measure of performance; earlier work on outputs relative to the president, in terms of passing or failing to pass significant legislation, provides an additional output measure~see Edwards 1985; Edwards, Barrett, and Peake 1997!. Clearly the point about coalitions, that they are managed, also applies to the U.S. Congress. Current House Speaker Dennis Hastert~R-IL! can be compared to former House Speaker Newt Gingrich R-GA! systematically, and such measures should explain some additional variation in the actions of the Congress. 6 One obvious point in applying public management to Congress is that Congress is a network, not a hierarchy, and network leaders must gain cooperation with only modest ability to coerce. Fortunately, we know a fair amount about managing in networks. The work of O'Toole~1997! and Provan and Milward 1995; see also Meier and O'Toole 2003! finds that networks work best when they operate in practice more like hierarchies, that is, they create more formal ties, stabilize linkages, and engage in long-term rather than short-term relationships. Relative to the U.S. House of Representatives, this might be termed "the Tom Delay rule": The use of coercion via both threats and inducements can be used to gain cooperation in a network. Beyond this recent example, we know that an alternative way to generate organizational stability is to impose a set of uniform values on members of the organization~Kaufman 1960! either by selective recruitment~Carpenter 2001! or via socialization. In this regard, partisanship might be considered a value, and the rise of partisanship in Congress in recent years can be interpreted as an effort to gain control over the network that is Congress~Bond and Fleisher 2000!.
The structural aspects of the management model are also relevant to both Congress and other legislatures. The House with 435 members requires greater structure to operate than the Senate with only 100 members. Similarly, as the literature demonstrates, rules matter. The debates over the filibuster in recent years and whether to limit its use are debates over the distribution of power in the Senate. One of the most significant structural changes in the House of Representatives in the last few decades was the decentralization of the committee structure after 1974, which more broadly distributed power to individual members Baumgartner and Jones 1993, 199!. Structural variables might well be the answer to an interesting substantive question in the legislative literature. Students of representation have generally failed to find an independent effect of racial representation in Congress~Lublin 1999; but see Espino 2004! and The size of the legislative body and the obvious structural implications might be the most promising explanation for this difference. Large legislatures need to be organized; and thus, they create structures and rely heavily on partisanship~both of which limit inter-member interactions!. Whereas in school boards with five, seven, or nine members, small group dynamics is likely to replace structural and partisan methods of coordination. A minority representative, thus, is more likely to be pivotal on some issues on a school board and more likely to influence colleagues even when the representative is not the pivotal voter~see Meier 2005!. Finally, environmental turbulence~the X variables! also influences legislative actions. All organizations need to adapt to environment changes or alternatively figure out a way to stabilize the environment. One interesting illustration is how Congress has decided to deal with the environmental instability caused by elections: by consistently stressing buffering the environment~M 4 ! over exploiting environmental opportunities~M 3 ! by gerrymandering out the competitiveness of individual elections.
7 Perhaps Michels'~1962! iron law of oligarchy also applies to legislative bodies as ostensibly democratic institutions use decidedly nondemocratic means to shut out environmental influences.
Political Executives
Political executives are the most obvious application for the theory of public management. Indeed, several works have incorporated the ideas of management into the study of the U. S I would like to take as my starting point on the presidency, however, a recent, yet-to-be-published paper by James Pfiffner~2006! entitled "The First MBA President." Pfiffner characterizes President George W. Bush as a classic MBAstyle manager who stresses secrecy, speed, and top-down control and shows how this pattern results in a predictable pattern of decisions.
The MBA approach, within the context of our theory, is a pure M 1 , internal management style, with no need for networking or M 2 at all. As President Bush stated about the War on Terror, "I have no outside advice. Anybody who says they're an outside advisor of this Administration on this particular matter is not telling the truth"~Lemann 2004, 158!. The obvious point is that such a management style becomes highly dependent on the quality of decisions made by "The Decider." The implications for decision making and performance should be obvious.
A second key aspect of public management is also relevant to the presidency. We are currently in the midst of a performance appraisal revolution~Holzer and Callahan 1998; Ferlie and Shortell 2001!. Performance standards are set, and agencies and programs evaluated in terms of how well they meet these standards. Although schools are at the forefront of this performance revolution, it is occurring virtually everywhere-the PSOnline www.apsanet.org PART system for the U.S. federal government, the elaborate audit system for UK local governments, and in many other governments throughout the world Gilmour and Lewis 2006; Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000; Pollitt 2006!. A basic law of organizations is that if you set a goal or a performance system, the organization will try to maximize the performance system. Goal displacement, especially when the performance system does not exactly measure what the organization is to accomplish~a virtual guarantee!, is a clear and present danger Blau 1956!. What are the implications of what we know about the management of performance systems that are relevant to the presidency? I think the president's performance appraisal system is public opinion. That presidents play to public opinion polls just as schools teach to the test is fairly obvious. In fact, with the extensive use of polling by the White House and its allies, we see a unique form of teaching to the test. Presidents now look to see what public opinion says and then select the policy options that fit public opinion~Eisinger 2003!.
Interpreting public opinion as a performance system for the president raises the question of cheating, an issue John Bohte and I~Bohte and Meier 2000! have examined in the case of schools. If enough administration spokespersons contend that weapons of mass destruction were found in Iraq, will the public believe it? Recent public opinion polls show movement in this direction~Harris Poll 2006!. Metaphorically, this process is equivalent to a school district that did not like its test results and so it went back and changed the answers to the test to produce scores more to the district's liking.
Courts
Courts are organizations with very little if any M 1 term. While it may be genetic, lawyers for some reason appear to have no management skills whatsoever. In a law firm the managing partner is one who is not considered valuable enough to deal with the firm's prime clientele. Some law firms have even gone so far as to admit their lack of management skills and to hire non-lawyers to run their operations.
By eschewing internal management, legal organizations such as courts rely exclusively on M 2 , external management, and S, structuring, to deal with the environment and its threats. A directly relevant and impressive research agenda using neoinstitutional approaches to judicial politics has revealed the relevance of many management-related variables~see Brace et al. 2006; Spriggs and Wahlbeck 1997; Wahlbeck et al. 1998 !. The theme of this literature is that court decisions reflect not just the preferences of judges but that these preferences are shaped and limited by institutional factors.
The importance of structural elements is illustrated by a recent time-series analysis by Kevin McGuire~2004!. He demonstrates how creating structures, or institutionalization as he terms it, has affected the volume of work done by the U.S. Supreme Court. Such structural changes as the elimination of circuit riding, the creation of the clerk's office, the establishment of a library, and the relocation into a separate building increased the capacity of the Court to generate greater outputs and thus expand the role of the judiciary in American politics. Equally impressive is the way the U.S. Supreme Court has structured and managed its workload over the past 50 years, the result being that the volume of its workload has dropped dramatically~McGuire 2004!.
The downside of relying exclusively on M 2 , managing the environment, is that courts seem to take the norm of judicial self-restraint seriously. Others need to have real cases or controversies to get on the courts' agenda; cases have to be ripe and meet a variety of rules of standing. What this means is that of the M 2 general options, buffering versus exploiting the environment, courts generally cannot exploit the environment because they do not have any ability to interact with outside actors on their own initiative~see Goerdel 2006 
Public Policy
I will not deal with public policy in depth because public administration has made and continues to make significant contributions to the study of public policy. Some of us, in fact, are considered students of public policy and even teach courses in the area despite never having taken a course on the subject.
My illustration in the area of public policy draws on the work of Baumgartner and Jones~1993!, who have made a series of contributions to the public policy literature with their theory of punctuated equilibrium. More recently, Bryan Jones and colleagues~Jones, Sulkin, and Larsen 2003! have addressed the concept of punctuated equilibrium in the policy process by using analogies from tectonics, the study of the movement of the earth's plates. Similar to the buildup of geological pressures that at some point are released by a major earthquake, Jones et al. suggest that political institutions create stickiness that results in the buildup of pressures for major change. Eventually, the pattern of small incremental changes is disrupted~punctuated! by a major change. Institutions, according to this theory, generate outputs that are characterized by high-peaked distributions many small changes! with narrow shoulders~fewer moderate changes! and heavy tails~a few very large changes! rather than being normally distributed.
The heavy tails are regions of dramatic change, some with opportunities, some with serious dangers. Dramatic change might include hyperinflation, the collapse of a political regime, or other major polity-shaping phenomena. Human systems are managed systems; and, as a result, successful managers will try to smooth out and normalize these processes. That is, the dangers of the extreme cases in leptokurtic distributions should be apparent to managers, and they should take actions that release the buildup of pressures for change before they can reach dangerous levels. Indeed, our empirical analysis shows that organizations with a larger administrative component generate outcomes that look more like normal distributions than leptokurtic distributions.
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Spatial Modeling
Another flourishing approach to political science that might benefit from some exposure to public administration is the literature on spatial modeling. Some of that literature explicitly includes bureaucracy in its models, particularly the political control models or their offshoots, the delegation models~McCubbins, Noll, and Weingast 1989; Epstein and O'Halloran 1999!. While this scholarship has produced a flurry of theoretical work and a modest empirical literature, much of the literature is hampered by an assumption of unitary actors. As one might expect, when that literature allows for nonunitary actors, it does so for legislatures see Baron and Ferejohn 1989!. An equally interesting approach would be to relax the assumption that bureaucracies are unitary actors. Clearly, career bureaucrats have different policy ideal points from agency heads, and everything we know empirically about bureaucracy indicates that hierarchies cannot eliminate the discretion exercised by organization members~Barnard 1938; Simon 1997; Downs 1969; Brehm and Gates 1997!. 10 Just this simple addition, permitting a unique ideal point for career bureaucrats, would generate an entire series of models that would be very tractable and straightforward extensions of the McCubbins, Noll, and Weingast 1989! models.
Spatial models become even more interesting when one relaxes the assumption that all the key actors~legislature, elected executive, bureaucracy! are unitary actors. Such an assumption means that any given institution must first manage itself that is, pay attention to the M 1 function! and only then seek to exercise the M 2 function and enter into the various games with other political institutions. The general practice of examining games one at a time might also be adjusted in valuable ways. Although setting up models for a single game makes solutions more tractable, institutional players face several potential games simultaneously~that is, agencies often interact with multiple congressional committees and administer several programs that have vastly different game players!. One management function, therefore, is what Fritz Scharpf 1997! calls deciding which games to play-or, in our terms, deciding whether to buffer the environment or exploit it.
Policy spaces are almost always multidimensional; and as the number of dimensions increase, more than one equilibrium is possible, and agenda setting becomes crucial. The study of public management has long recognized that, rather than ideal points, bureaucratic actors have zones of acceptance or zones of indifference~Barnard 1938; Simon 1997!; such zones provide the potential to manage the game by trading off space within one zone of acceptance to protect more highly prized space in another dimension. Another strategy might be to combine games, to link~see Tsebelis 1990! a new game such as homeland security to an existing game such as transportation planning, or to drop out of one game~the FBI's stance from 1928 to 1980 in drug law enforcement! to maximize its impact in other games~high profile crime areas such as bank robbery!. In short, bureaucracies build and manage coalitions over a series of games Rourke 1969; Carpenter 2001!. Given the multiple dimensions plus the incorporation of management, there is always some spatial area where more than one equilibrium might be possible. All of these suggestions make the job of our colleagues in game theory and rational choice more difficult, but I also think more interesting. Managing the various games that bureaucracies play is an essential part of the M 2 process.
Governance Structures
Polities are governed not by a single institution but by a collection of institutions, many of which are specialized. Public management has an extensive focus on governance systems~Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill 2001!, a body of knowledge that would be useful to scholars of institutions in multi-actor processes. I would like to illustrate this potential by reference to recent work~Meier and O'Toole 2004! that asks, what happens in a multiinstitutional governance systems when one of the institutions fails?
We approach this question using the perspective of the famed politicsadministration dichotomy. Frank Goodnow~1900!, in Politics and Administration, a book everyone cites but no one actually reads, never contended that politics could be separated from administration.
11 Rather, Goodnow contended that governance systems needed to perform two distinct functions, the aggregation of preferences~what we might call politics! and the implementation of decisions~or administration!. But Goodnow 16! clearly states:
That is, while the two primary functions of government are susceptible of differentiation, the organs of government to which the discharge of these functions is intrusted @sic# cannot be clearly defined.
In other words, politics can never be separated from administration; the functions always overlap. Politics and administration are essentially symbiotic functions: both need to be performed to have a successful governance system. How might one test Goodnow's contention that politics and administration are symbiotic functions or, in more general terms, what happens to other institutions in a governance system when one of the institutions fails? Our studỹ Meier and O'Toole 2004 ! examines this question in the context of the Texas education system by using data from local school districts. Specifically, we ask what happens when a school board fails to perform one of its key functions: representing the range of interests in the community. When that occurs, what are the implications for public management the administration function!? A school board might fail in its representation function in one of two ways. First, it might suppress conflict. When a school board suppresses conflict, the conflict does not go away; it merely moves into the administrative branch see Truman 1951!. The manager must now deal with both the conflict that the political branch failed to resolve and the implementation job. Second, the school board might exacerbate conflict, thus generating more dissension than is present in the broader community. This action makes the manager's M 2 function much harder. The manager first needs to contain the conflict and then also to attend to the M 1 function. This logic implies that the bureaucracy, as a result, becomes more important on issues that should be the domain of the political branch, that is, politically salient ones. This does not mean that the bureaucracy succeeds, only that it now accounts for more variance in the outcomes.
An analysis of data from 1,000 school districts over a period of eight years supports the hypotheses generated using the logic of the politics-administration dichotomy. On salient educational issues, the failure of the school board to represent the population adequately results in the actions of the manager increasing in size and significance. In short, management actions become more important in determining whether the school district succeeds or fails.
We believe that this illustration is part of a more general process. Numerous examples from comparative politics also illustrate how one political institution becomes more important when another chronically underperforms. Legislatures frequently cannot exercise the discipline needed for consistent fiscal policy; in such circumstances the role of an autonomous central bank becomes more crucial~Franzese 1999!. When central governments cannot manage ethnic conflict, the role of decentralized regional governments is more influential in maintaining regime stability~Lustick, Miodownik, and Eidelson 2004; Lijphart 1977; Hale 2000!. Similarly , until recently the failure of political institutions generally in Latin America led to an increased governance role for the militarỹ O'Donnell 1973!. All these illustrations imply that the phenomenon studied here, how one governing institution responds when another underperforms or fails, is a fairly common problem of modern governance.
But So What?
The theme of this lecture is that our colleagues in political science could learn a great deal about questions they care about by paying attention to the literature in public administration. Institutions are managed-often badly managed-but managed nonetheless. The study of public management has built up an extensive body of knowledge about how organizations are managed and what difference management makes in terms of an organization's success or failure. I have deliberately focused on the public management literature, that stream of public administration least likely to be read and incorporated by political scientists. Taking the extreme position, I hope that I have raised the possibility that other subfields of public administration might also inform the study of political science.
I know that when delivering the Gaus Lecture I am preaching to the choir. I also know that you find your own research more exciting and interesting than what political scientists do. But let me suggest that missionary work is a valuable contribution. I urge you to visit political scientists in their native habitats and bring them the word. There was once a vital and flourishing joint tradition of public administration and political science. That tradition can only be recreated if those in public administration carry the torch.
With the publication in PS, there remains the possibility that some political scientists not in public administration might read the lecture. Those scholars I would encourage to check out the public administration literature; I have presented only one small subset, public management, and that only partially. 4. The list of other nodes that could be cultivated include subnational legislatures or politicians, compatible political parties in other countries, and high level bureaucrats. The Japanese Liberal Democratic Party, for example, has long had ties with the senior civil service~Kato 1994!.
Notes
5. One possibility might be a measure like Segal and Cover's~1989! effort to measure judicial ideology using prior public statements of judges~and applied to Congress by Hill, Hanna, and Shafqat 1997!, but with a focus on management, not ideology.
6. Recent news reports suggest that the management of scandals might be a productive topic to assess the leadership of legislative parties.
7. This buffering is indirect in some senses since it must work though state legislatures, but state legislatures clearly consider the preferences of current members of Congress.
8. For an interesting application of management theory to issues involving the presidency see Vaughn and Villalobos~2007!. 9 . Public management might also be useful to the relatively new empirical literature on policy entrepreneurs~see Mintrom 2000!. After all, policy entrepreneurs are seeking to manage a relatively chaotic process in such a way as to influence or even control the outcome. The management literature on networks and network management seems to be quite relevant to this process.
10. The irony is that most delegation studies assume a passive bureaucracy and thus in theory assume away principal-agent problems.
11. An actual reading of Goodnow clearly demonstrates that his interest and attention is focused on how to get responsible governance from political parties. The dichotomy question is really just a preface to the main question that Goodnow investigates.
12. An urban politics example from the nonreformed era is the growth in political parties and political machines to overcome what were essentially weak urban political institutions Welch and Bledsoe 1998, 3!. 
